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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C § 1 33) 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)E] Responsive to communication(s) filed on 06 May 2004 . 
2a)KI This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) KI Claim(s) 1,2.7-21 and 23-64 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) _ is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) _ _ is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) 1.2.7-21 and 23-64 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) __ is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

1 0)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
2.D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 



3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority, documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)). 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall hot be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 7,14, 16, 18, 19, 21, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis et al. ("Ellis") and Israel. 

Regarding claims 1,21, the admitted prior art ("APA") discloses everything except that 

the joining cavity does not engage the outer threaded surface of said cable connection 

sleeve after a majority of said electrical coupling cavity is at least partially telescopically 

inserted in said cable connection sleeve. Ellis discloses a connector where the locking 

member 100 engages the outer threaded surface 34 of a cable connection sleeve after 

the mating members (80, 40) are fully engaged and the connectors (128, 48) are 

Connected. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to increase the 

longitudinal sliding play distance of the coupling sleeve 1 20 of the admitted prior art 

such that the sleeve would not engage the outer threaded surface 34 of a cable 

connection sleeve until after a majority of said electrical coupling cavity was at least 

partially telescopically inserted in said cable connection sleeve and the connectors (128, 

48) were connected. Ellis teaches that this would have been done by increasing the 

distance between the front stopping flange (88 in Ellis, 70 in "the APA) and the fear stop 

(face 1 58 in Ellis, face of flange 38 in the APA). The suggestion or motivation for doing 
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so would have been to allow quicker engaging and disengaging of the mating parts as 
taught in Ellis and as is well known in the art. 

Regarding the gripping features, the APA shows gripping surfaces 1 22. Israel 
discloses a plurality of "nodes" in a star shape or gripping features 18. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to modify the APA gripping surface to include 
various gripping design features including "nodes" in a star shape as taught in Israel. 
The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been to provide a good grip, as 
taught by Israel. 

Regarding claims 2, 14, 16, 18, 19, 23, the APA discloses these limitations. 

Regarding claims 7, the APA does not disclose that at least one-thread in said 
joining cavity of said coupling sleeve is spaced from a receiving end of said joining 
cavity. Ellis discloses that at least one-thread in the joining cavity of the coupling 
sleeve is spaced from a receiving end of said joining cavity. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to modify the APA such that at least one-thread in the 
joining cavity of the coupling sleeve would have been spaced from a receiving end of 
said joining cavity as taught in Ellis. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would 
have been to prevent damage to the threads and ensure that the threaded mating parts 
were properly oriented before engaging the mating threads, such motivation being 
known in the art. 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis and Israel as discussed above in view of Herrmann, Jr. 
("Herrmann"). The APA does not discloses that the receiving end of said joining cavity 
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has a beveled surfaced designed to-receive a front end of said cable connection sleeve. 
Herrmann discloses that the receiving end of a joining cavity has a beveled surfaced 
designed to-receive a front end of said cable connection sleeve (see figure 5). At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to bevel the receiving end of the APA 
joining cavity. The suggestion or motivation for doing so would have been to facilitate 
mating of the mating sleeves, as is well known in the art. 

Claims 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Herrmann, and Israel for the reasons 
discussed regarding claims 9 and 4. 

Claims 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis and Israel as in claim 7 in view of Glover. The APA 
does not show at least a majority of said electrical coupling cavity extending outwardly 
from said receiving end of said joining cavity. Glover discloses a majority of an 
electrical coupling cavity extending outwardly from a receiving end of a joining cavity. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to extend the APA coupling 
cavity as desired, such as disclosed in Glover. The suggestion or motivation for doing 
so would have been to allow facilitate mating of the electrical connectors prior to locking 
the connectors together, as taught in Glover and as is well known in the art. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Israel, Herrmann, and Glover for the reasons 
discussed regarding claims 9 and 11. 
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Claims 1 3, 1 5, 1 7, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Herrmann, Israel and Glover for 
the reasons discussed regarding claims 9, 10, 11, 14, 16, 18, and 19. 

Claims 23-64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the admitted prior art in view of Ellis, Herrmann, Israel and Glover for the reasons 
discussed regarding claims i-21 . Regarding claims 44-63, the method of using the 
devices discussed regarding claims 1-21 would have been obvious at the time of the 
invention. 

Response to Arguments 

In response to applicant's argument that Ellis and Israel are nonahalogous art, it 
has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the 
applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the 
claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). Regarding Ellis, Ellis discloses a connector classified in the same field (electrical 
connectors) as applicant's invention, Ellis discloses structure having the same structure 
and function as applicant's invention. Therefore Ellis discloses at least analogous art 
and In fact art in the same field of endeavor. MPEP 2141 .01 . Regarding Israel, Israel is 
cited for showing a ubiquitous gripping design which been used in countless 
applications in which it is desirable for a person to be able to securely grip an object. 
There is no particular significance attached to the fact that Israel discloses an exercise 
club other than it shows an ubiquitous gripping design feature. The particular problem 



Application/Control Number: 10/619,764 Page 
Art Unit: 2833 

with which the applicant was concerned was the gripping features of a connector and 
therefore various widely known and well used gripping designs, such as the Israel 
design, are reasonably pertinent. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091 , 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

Regarding the thread orientation of claim 7, see Ellis clearly showing this feature. 
Regarding the beveled surface, see Herrman. Applicant argues that the prior art does 
not disclose other various features. The examiner maintains that the claimed features 
are all taught in the art of record cited above. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 



than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ross Gushi whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2005. If attempts to reach the examiner by phone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paula A. Bradley, can be reached at 571-272-2800 extension 33. The 
phone number for the Group's facsimile is (703) 872-9306. 




